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Abstract 

Although the topic of sex trafficking is not a defined United Nations Millennium 

Development Goal, our group decided that this subject was an important issue that needed to be 

addressed. Sex trafficking is a problem everywhere in the world including the United States. To 

examine this issue further, our group compared the differences in sex trafficking between the 

East and the West by researching the capitals of Washington D.C. in the United States and 

Bangkok in Thailand. To spread awareness of this critical global problem, the group decided to 

host a dialogue, where discussion was opened to include the issue of sexual assault. Addressing 

sexual assault as well as sex trafficking made it easier to relate the topic of discussion to the 

University of Michigan community, and specifically, to the students who attended the dialogue. 

This allowed for a more complex conversation with what we hoped would be a larger group of 

participants. This paper will outline the global problem of sex trafficking as it relates to our 

group’s research on Bangkok and Washington D.C. It also includes the research we conducted 

during the previous semester in the literature review. It contains the methodology which was 

undertaken in order to put on the dialogue and assess participant feedback as well as the results 

of our intervention in the manner they were recorded. Finally, this paper outlines the limitations 

and difficulties that went along with the intervention and suggests areas that could have been 

improved on and that will hopefully be incorporated in future dialogues. 

Introduction 

The University of Michigan community is victim to a lack of information and 

conversation regarding sex trafficking and its implications. This topic is rarely addressed, and in 

situations where it is brought up, it fails in its goals of producing informative and comprehensive 

conversation on the subject matter. As a consequence, sex trafficking is widely misunderstood 
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and misconstrued by the student body. In the interest of adequate resolution and policy making in 

times to come, a pool of future world leaders such as the one here at this university would be 

better served to be informed on such an important global issue. On a smaller scale, the 

population at the University of Michigan would benefit from further conversation as a 

preventative measure within the community. Talking about this issue will also allow the 

University of Michigan community to better support victims of both sex trafficking and other 

sex-related crimes, thereby creating a safer, more inclusive environment for all students.  

In an attempt to combat these potential problems related to a lack of knowledge 

surrounding sex trafficking issues, there should be an ongoing, constructive dialogue open to 

community members at the university. It is vital for students to listen and to participate actively 

in order to foster a deeper understanding of the topic, as well as to reflect on how sex trafficking 

and global sexual health affects their lives. Interaction amongst the community is key, where 

students and community members should be allowed to voice their thoughts on the issue, and 

give feedback in real-time. Feedback is critical to any communication, and the dialogue format 

that our group has chosen seeks to alter the current, one-way format of lecture. The solution to 

this problem is to host a dialogue that allows for the construction of the ideal platform to 

facilitate this interactive environment, which will act as a stepping stone to further resolutions 

and to incite thought and reflection on the topic. 

Literature Review 

Sex trafficking is an issue in both western and eastern societies. Some countries have a 

notorious sex trafficking network, whereas other countries almost completely neglect the 

existence of such problems. Thailand and the United States are two countries whose cultural 

values have created very disparate circumstances for their respective sex trafficking industries. In 
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both cases, the issue is of concern and must be resolved, but due to differing circumstances in the 

respective places, international and local agencies should focus on the elimination of sex 

trafficking in specific, unique ways that best fit each country’s environment. Due to varying 

visibility, economic environments, and cultural norms, sex trafficking in Washington DC and in 

Bangkok is drastically different. 

The commercial sex economy tends to not be very visible in Washington DC. According 

to the study by Dank and Khan (2014) based on a series of interviews with law officials in 

Washington DC, there are four prominent venues for sex trafficking: street, internet, erotic 

massage parlors, and brothels. Each of these venues have their own ways of remaining discreet. 

Internet solicitation simply would not be seen unless you were looking for it, thereby making it 

inherently not as visible. Street solicitation has become less visible as the people involved 

attempt to avoid arrest (Dank & Khan, 2014). But brothels in Washington DC appear to be the 

least visible of the four venues due to the “largely diffuse, mobile, and ethnically-closed nature 

of the brothel operations” (Dank & Khan, 2014). Clearly, the problem with sex trafficking in DC 

is that the operations have become both smarter and more discreet due to the further enforcement 

of the law, forcing officials to take different measures when trying to eradicate underground sex 

operations.  

Arnold and Bertone (2002) discuss the current perception and reality of sex trafficking in 

Thailand. They say that while Bangkok is notorious for its high rates of sex trade, “it is unlikely 

that the number of sex workers in Thailand is greater than a similar country of its size” (Arnold 

& Bertone, 2002). The reason for Thailand’s notoriety can potentially be explained by the 

thriving sex tourism industry in Southeast Asia. Shockingly, it is estimated that 70% of male 

tourists in Thailand are sex tourists (Bailey, 2004). Over time, the sex trafficking that occurs in 
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Thailand has become popular, causing the sex trade in the country to be predominantly 

international client-based. 

Sex trafficking becomes more visible when tourists travel in and out of the country 

spreading the word about the sex trade, increasing its global visibility and increasing its 

popularity. In this sense, Bangkok’s infamy has led to increased tourism and sex trafficking 

which have, in turn, led to greater notoriety, thus creating a cycle of tourism and sex that builds 

upon itself. Another factor that has led to the high visibility of this industry in Thailand is the 

fact that the economy relies greatly on this trade. The articles on DC and Thailand illustrate the 

ways that sex trafficking have become nearly invisible in one place, yet globally notorious in 

another. 

As sex trafficking in Thailand “generates an estimated $1.5 billion a year” (Curtin, 2006), 

the economic system of Bangkok and Thai families have become dependent on this industry. 

Some families have become solely dependent on sex trafficking as their mode of income and can 

even go as far as “selling their daughters just to survive economically.” Both Bailey (2004) and 

Curtin (2006) state that traffickers can go to extreme lengths and lure desperate children and 

their families into Bangkok under the illusion of another job. Because businesses are so 

dependent on this industry, trying to disband sex trafficking and pedophilia in Bangkok results in 

many going bankrupt, greatly harming the economy (Curtin, 2006). Additionally, as described in 

Arnold and Bertone’s (2002) work, tourism leads to increased demands for sex workers. Since 

tourism greatly stimulates the economy, government officials in Thailand have not significantly 

curtailed the sex trafficking industry, often turning a blind eye to the problem in favor of helping 

their country’s economy instead of addressing a growing problem. 
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Sex trafficking in the United States, however, functions quite differently. The victims of 

American trafficking are reportedly “internationally trafficked”, as well as domestically so, 

unlike Thailand where trafficking is mostly intranational (Territo, 2010). Furthermore, in the US, 

“[t]he majority of law enforcement agents report that 76% percent of...sex enterprises...are 

controlled, financed, or backed by organized crime groups” (Territo, 2010), making the 

American industry significantly more organized overall. Some examples of these organized 

groups are “escort services, bars, brothels, clubs, ‘biker gangs’ and the mafia.” Pimps often act as 

the connection between women and sex trafficking, but “[s]ome sex businesses are family owned 

and others may be owned or backed by prominent local community members, including judges 

and lawyers”(Territo, 2010). Through pimps, private businesses, and organizations run by crime 

groups, the sex trafficking industry in the United States is largely privately owned and operated. 

While the economic draw of sex trafficking helps the industry flourish in both countries, the 

cultural differences that exist between the countries are what truly distinguish DC from Bangkok. 

The culture of sex trafficking in Washington DC and Bangkok are contrasted by their 

differing legislature. Dvorak (2010) writes that in the United States, sex trafficking is illegal, so 

the traffickers are forced to travel through a route of various cities in order to hide from the law. 

Because of this practice, relatively few operations are detected. In contrast, Vejar and Quach 

(2013) report that in Thailand, the problem is more legally and socially visible since its 

government maintains laws that specifically promote sex trafficking. Therefore, there is not a 

need to move sex trafficked victims to avoid the law, like in Washington DC. Furthermore, the 

familial culture, societal collectiveness, and religion in Thai households further the problem of 

sex trafficking (Vejar & Quach, 2013). Bailey (2004) discusses how Thai families expect the 

eldest daughter to provide for the family economically, but the lack of education in Thailand and 
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the overwhelming pressure to meet their families’ expectations results in many people resorting 

to sex work. Vejar and Quach (2013) explain that if a Thai family cannot repay a debt, it is 

acceptable to offer one of their children for the other person’s use which can include sex work. 

However, this is a generalization and does not necessarily reflect the value of all Thai families. 

Moreover, Lau (2008) states that the predominant religion of Buddhism, in northern Thailand, 

permits prostitution. Conversely, those in southern Thailand are predominantly Muslim, which 

considers virginity to be sacred. Since religion is not as regionally segregated in the United 

States, it does not play as significant of a role in American sex trafficking, while it makes a 

significant impact on sex trafficking in Thailand.  

These articles explore just some of the causes and effects of sex trafficking in the United 

States and Thailand. Considering differences in culture, economics, and visibility, it is clear that 

the two countries’ industries are different in many ways, yet similar in others. Cultural norms 

and expectations have made some Thai people morally accepting and economically dependent on 

sex trafficking, and the government’s promoting of sex tourism has led to the country's 

international infamy. American sex trafficking, however, is underground, organized, and 

privately run, but many are just as economically dependent on the sex industry in the US as they 

are in Thailand. Lack of government intervention in Bangkok and the secrecy of the industry in 

DC are the main reasons that sex trafficking remains so prevalent today, and this needs to 

change. We feel that, although private organizations have made great efforts to decrease the rates 

of sex trafficking in both places, much more work needs to be done at both the private and public 

level. Both the American and Thai government need to create policies that more greatly 

criminalize sex trafficking. For women in both countries, there is a need for economic and 

psychological reintegration programs that provide victims with the necessary funds and 
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counseling to be able to escape this form of modern slavery. As one of the Millennium 

Development Goals, the promotion of gender equality needs to take on a more global role, and 

all countries need to come together to crack down on sex trafficking within their own county and 

encourage others to do the same. Until everyone is working toward the same goal of eradicating 

sex trafficking, it will continue to destroy lives and harm women around the world. This issue 

needs to be addressed, and the time for change is now. 

Method 

In an effort to not only broach, but to also explore the difficult topics of sex trafficking 

and sexual assault, a dialogue was determined to be the best method by which to: 1) reach the 

University of Michigan community, 2) communicate and learn at a personal and relatable level 

in a comfortable environment, and 3) provide tools and information with which individuals are 

better able to approach the issue. By incorporating these three aspects, we designed the dialogue 

to be both personal and welcoming. We utilized resources from the Intergroup Relations(IGR) 

Department in order to better create a productive and meaningful dialogue. They provided us 

with an outline and example questions that guided us on how IGR facilitators normally run these 

types of discussions. Other campus resources that were contacted were the Sexual Assault 

Prevention and Awareness Center, the Counseling And Psychological Services, and the 

HIV/AIDS Resource Center. From these resources, we were able to receive additional expertise, 

advice, and documents to aid in the planning and implementation of this dialogue. To advertise 

about our dialogue and to encourage people to attend, we designed flyers titled “Let’s Talk 

About Sex Trafficking and Sexual Assault” that were placed all around campus. We also utilized 

social media by posting about the dialogue on the official Global Scholars Program Facebook 

Page, the Filipino American Student Association Facebook Page, and the North Quadrangle 
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Floor Four GroupMe. We also got help from Beth Kinney, North Quadrangle Hall Director, who 

allowed us to advertise the dialogue to all North Quadrangle residents, and from robbie 

routenberg and Afifa Hamad, integral members of the Global Scholars Program, who made this 

dialogue a part of the official workshop roster, granting attendance credit to members of said 

program. The promotional flyer can be found attached in the supplementary materials as 

Appendix A. 

The dialogue itself was designed to fully involve the participants and challenge them to 

come to a fuller understanding of sex trafficking, sexual assault, and the implications it has on 

our society particularly those here on campus as well as further their understanding of their peers 

as people and the benefit of dialogue as a medium of holistic learning. The dialogue was co-

facilitated by Carmen Griffin and Lawrence Chen, two members of Collaborative Group (CG) 

Five. The dialogue opened with a privilege walk, in which identities which are statistically and 

historically less at risk to be victims of sex trafficking and sexual assault were listed, and 

participants asked to step forward. This is done in an effort to highlight which identities which 

are disproportionately victimized by these practices. After a short discussion on the purpose and 

reasoning of this activity, participants were asked to write common beliefs and myths 

surrounding sex trafficking and sexual assault. Then, participants helped to either debunk or 

corroborate the statements as common misconceptions or relative truths, respectively. Brief 

discussions were also designed to surround each statement as a way of creating logical flow and 

transitioning between the statements the group worked on as a whole. Finally, a debrief was used 

as a way of unpacking the decisions made by the group and further exploring the fundamental 

causes of sex trafficking and sexual assault, all the while incorporating new ideas such as that of 

the socialization of humans and how that differs between genders. The intent was to have the 
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participants leave the dialogue having well concluded the two activities that took place, but 

simultaneously pondering the questions that were posed at the end. The agenda/schedule for the 

dialogue can be found attached in the supplementary materials as Appendix B. 

An additional integral component of the intervention involves a pair of surveys designed 

to best measure and quantify the impact made by the dialogue. A pre-dialogue survey and post-

dialogue survey were carefully crafted in order to assess the overall impact of the dialogue. We 

asked some of the same questions on both surveys in order to determine if there was a definite 

change in attitude and understanding after attending the dialogue. To maximize memory and 

participation, the surveys were distributed and taken physically, rather than electronically, at the 

start and end of the dialogue. Some examples of the questions included on both surveys are: 1) I 

am well informed enough to take some action in my community, 2) I desire a strong personal 

connection with all or many in my community, 3) I have the experience and context to address 

all global issues, and 4) What, in your opinion, is the most important component to a meaningful 

dialogue? In terms of the differences between the pre and post-surveys, we asked questions that 

forced the respondents to reflect on how they feel while participating in the dialogue. 

Specifically in the post-survey, we asked how the dialogue contributed to the participants’ 

understanding of the issue, and then asked them to reflect on how they felt following the 

dialogue. Finally, there were also some specific survey questions for those in the Global Scholars 

Program who attended the dialogue to determine if there was a distinct impact on the Global 

Scholars Program community. The Pre-dialogue and Post-dialogue surveys were both distributed 

and taken within the allotted time for the dialogue to maximize retention and response rates. The 

surveys can be found attached in the supplementary materials as Appendix C. 
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Results 

Ultimately, during the successful dialogue that CG Five held for the Global Scholars’ 

Program community, the individuals involved gave rather polarized responses. Approximately 

half reported an increase in awareness in sex trafficking and sexual assault, whereas half already 

had prior experiences with the topics in coursework, social movements, or from their own 

personal background or experience. Nonetheless, both types of participants actively contributed 

to the dialogue. The significant diversity present in the group helped to give a variety of 

perspectives during the conversation. Differing levels of understanding of the concepts of sex 

trafficking and sexual assault meant that there was a definite sharing of understanding between 

students present at the dialogue. Certainly, some moments became heated when sensitive topics 

were discussed unconventionally, and efforts were made by all present to reach a general 

consensus. During the dialogue, all members were encouraged to participate, so that the 

conversation did not just consist of the more outspoken members of the group. It was valuable to 

be able to hear the perspectives of the quieter students as well, in order to further diversify the 

viewpoints. However, this was certainly an aspect of the conversation that could have been 

improved on. In other words, while many people participated in the conversation, there were still 

many students present who did not. It was further reported that impassioned discussions took 

place outside of the dialogue room involving both dialogue participants and others who were not 

present, furthering the reach of the dialogue as an intervention. 

The start of the dialogue came after the end of CG Five’s weekly meeting, allowing for 

various preparations for the event, including but not limited to: clearing the room, collapsing the 

desks, arranging the chairs in a circle at the center of the room, printing the surveys, and 

obtaining stationary for the surveys and for the room. Arrival by participants was mostly on time, 
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with some participants arriving later, and no one coming later than 30 minutes following the start 

of the dialogue. Participation in the ‘Privilege Walk’ activity was nearly universal. Some 

discussion took place to explain what identities are more privileged in the context of our 

dialogue and why it was necessary to do so. Some participants noticed that the activity was 

somewhat simple in nature and had the potential to be generalizing in some situations, which was 

duly noted and recognized by the group as a whole. Next, the ‘Common Myths & Beliefs’ 

activity was run. Approximately a dozen statements or phrases were written and shared with the 

group on the whiteboard. It took some moments of hesitation before the group had the courage 

and confidence to approach some of the statements presented. Approximately as many of the 

statements were debunked as there were one that were corroborated. Carmen and Lawrence 

further pursued the activity by listing out additional common myths that had not yet been 

mentioned thus far in the dialogue for the participants to discuss. At points, there was a 

discussion that was rather heated and argumentative, and it took significant time and effort to 

return the dialogue to its original status, but those moments may have been the most memorable 

to most and a time where some participants learned the most. These discussions likely continued 

beyond the dialogue in other settings involving more people. Finally, a closing debrief discussion 

took place in an effort to provide a sense of closure to the activities at least, if not more of the 

session. Gender socialization was discussed, but more questions were likely generated than they 

were solved. The participants were allowed to leave after being asked to complete the post-

survey. 

With respect to the survey given, feedback strongly suggests that the dialogue achieved 

the goals it set out to achieve. To the question “I am well informed enough to take some action in 

my community,” about 61% of participants responded ‘Yes’, while this number rose to 76% 
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following the dialogue. Most questions asked on both the pre- and post-surveys showed similar 

positive increases, including the questions “I would like to have the experience and context to 

address all global issues,” “I desire a strong personal connection with all or many in my 

community,” amongst many others. Some further pertinent data gleaned from the pre-survey 

were the mostly split answers when participants were asked the following: “I have a good 

understanding of the underlying causes of sexual assault”, “I have a good understanding of sex 

trafficking at the global scale”, and “I am more open in an academic setting than I am in other 

settings”. In terms of the post-survey data, the only statistically significant split answer was the 

question: “I have the experience and context to address all global issues”. Ultimately, our 

findings from the data collected from the surveys indicate that the dialogue was a successful 

format in informing students in the University of Michigan community on sex trafficking and 

sexual assault. More detailed specifications and statistics from the survey data may be found 

attached in the supplementary materials as Appendix D. 

Discussion 

There were many limitations to our research action project. The first main theme of 

limitations was the audience. Due to various constraints, it was only possible to reach a limited 

audience. The main community we were able to impact and get involved was the Global 

Scholars Program community and a small portion of the North Quadrangle Residence Hall 

community. It was only possible to get these groups involved because of their direct involvement 

in the implementation of this intervention. This left the scope of those who could be affected or 

benefitting from the intervention to be very narrow, when the goal was to impact the largest 

group size possible. However, this being said, the major reason for this might have to do with 

poor timing in terms of advertisement for the dialogue. More efforts could have been made to 
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reach a wider audience at the university had members planned far enough in advance to advertise 

the event further. 

The next major limitation we faced was the implicit sensitivity of the topic. The group 

was unable to find someone who felt comfortable sharing a firsthand experience to discuss their 

own personal experiences as a presenter or facilitator. This is understandable and may not have 

changed even if a bigger sample of the student body would have been involved in the dialogue. It 

would also have been beneficial if it had been possible to bring in speakers who had extensive 

knowledge on the research done in the literature review in order to tie the two components 

together, but limited time and resources made this impossible. Because these missing elements 

made the dialogue more difficult to relate to for participants, it was decided that the dialogue 

should be expanded to include sexual assault. 

In executing the intervention, it was noted how running such an intergroup dialogue may 

not be as easy of a task as it appeared. That given, efforts were made to continuously pose open-

ended questions to the group during the moments when the conversation seemed to lull. It would 

have served well to specify the definition of sex trafficking from the beginning of the dialogue as 

some participants were confused as to whether sex trafficking was considered consensual or 

nonconsensual during the discussion, as well as what the implications of consent are in terms of 

trafficking. This too, was something that might have been a reflection of our relative 

inexperience with dialogue facilitation, and upon a second facilitation, providing this background 

information could certainly be done. An additional component that could have been improved on 

was bringing the conversation back to the topic at hand and not letting participants proceed into 

tangential conversations which were not necessarily as relevant to the dialogue. These arguments 

occasionally took time away from discussing the issue at hand. 
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Although the facilitation only included about 15 additional people from the Global 

Scholars Program, this relatively small number helped make the dialogue more intimate, 

hopefully allowing for a relative comfort in the conversation about such a sensitive topic. The 

fact that this dialogue was run by peers also helped to make the environment more comfortable 

and less intimidating because most people in the group knew each other. A downside to this 

relaxed environment seemed to make the participants more easily distracted and more at ease 

with their peers or friends, which then led them to become sidetracked from the intended topics, 

and instead delve into more heated arguments that were not always constructive. 

Because of the limited time of the dialogue and the deviations, it was not possible to have 

as much of a recapitulation as had planned towards the end of the discussion to ensure that 

people had a deeper understanding of the most important issues. There was secondhand feedback 

presented that people continued the conversation after the dialogue had ended, which was 

encouraging news to hear because the intervention had been cut short for time. This was also 

reflected in some of the free response survey data collected. The comments listed in the post 

survey were also varied as people noted they felt “informed”, “stressed”, “more aware of others’ 

views”, “frustrated”, and “targeted.” These comments showed that even if the dialogue was not 

able to make the participants fully aware of sex trafficking and abuse, at least they were able to 

learn how much or how little other people know about these topics. Ultimately, what can be 

taken from the dialogue, and what was reflected in many peoples’ sentiments following, was that 

the Global Scholars community would benefit from further dialogues and chances for people to 

talk in smaller groups about the issues they are so obviously passionate about. 

The survey results gave an insight into and a quantitative measure for the impact the 

dialogue had. With 23 pre-dialogue survey and 21 post-dialogue survey respondents and 863 
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quanta of data in total, the evaluation was comprehensive in nature. The 99.1% and 92.3% 

response rates within each survey taken also reflect consistent and intentional survey-taking that 

is far less likely to create skewing responses. The dialogue created a desired positive result in all 

of the questions maintained between both surveys: Participants were more likely to recognize 

that they did not have as much experience and context as they needed to address all global 

issues; participants were more likely to want to have the experiences and context to address 

global issues; participants were more likely to desire a strong personal connection with all or 

many in their communities; participants were more likely to feel more honest with their peers 

than with their superiors; participants were more likely to feel well informed enough to take 

some action in their communities. None of these changes however, were significant (95% 

confidence interval; p < 0.05) give the small sample sizes.  

As for the standalone questions, it was found that 85.0% of participants found that the 

goal of the dialogue was made clear (pre-dialogue); only 13.0% of participants would rather be 

bored than outside of their comfort zone (pre-dialogue); 95.7% of participants were more likely 

to involve themselves in a dialogue if they are a stakeholder in the topic (pre-dialogue); 91.3% of 

participants were more likely to involve themselves in a dialogue if the topic is contentious (pre-

dialogue); and only 17.4% of participants felt as if they were doing enough in their communities 

to curb injustices (pre-dialogue). Afterwards, it was found that 95.0% of participants wanted to 

be more engaged with their communities (post-dialogue); 90.5% of participants felt as if they got 

more out of the dialogue if it were contentious (post-dialogue); and on a scale of 1 (entirely 

false) to 10 (entirely true), participants averaged 8.33 in response to the statement “Complex 

global issues can be made more relevant and pertinent with personal sharing” (post-dialogue); 

and participants rated a 7.76 on a scale of 1 to 10 for the statement “CG 5’s dialogue helped me 
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gain a better understanding of others who also participated in the dialogue” (post-dialogue). 

When asked for the most important component of a dialogue, the most common responses 

included: respect (4 responses), understanding (4), and listening (3) (post-dialogue); finally, 

recommendations for improving the dialogue yielded responses such as: better control of 

tangents from the discussion (4), a more concrete definition of our topics (4), more time (3), and 

additional participation (2) (post-dialogue). More detailed specifications and statistics from the 

survey data may be found attached in the supplementary materials as Appendix D. 

Implications 

Were we to repeat this intervention, there are a few things we could have changed in 

order to improve it. In terms of the turnout, there were more participants than we expected 

considering the limited amount of advertisement we did prior to the event. This was probably 

due to the fact that all the members of the CG encouraged their friends to show up, but also 

because the event was offered as a workshop for the Global Scholars Program. That being said, 

more people could have been convinced to show up had we offered more incentives, such as free 

food to participating members. Extra credit in lieu of workshop credit for those students who 

already completed their workshop requirement could also have been incentive for a higher rate of 

turnout from the community. 

A second major improvement to the dialogue has to do with the group’s time 

management. Although everyone worked together well and were mostly on the same page for 

every step of the process, had we spent more time preparing beforehand and working together to 

create the most comprehensive dialogue we could we might have been better prepared to deal 

with the conversation that went on during the event. The facilitators did a great job of leading 

conversation and getting their point across, but everyone involved might have benefited from a 
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more structured event that included providing participants with more background information 

about sex trafficking and sexual assault before beginning the conversation. The goal of the 

intervention was ultimately to inform the community about sex trafficking and sexual assault, 

and because we assumed some prior knowledge on both topics we missed out on a crucial 

opportunity to spend some time informing our peers more thoroughly on the topic we have been 

researching for the past two semesters. 

Moreover, what we learned from facilitating this event is pertinent not only to our 

understanding of the topic but also to our further understanding of our community at the 

university. The dialogue we hosted made it evident that many students are eager for the chance 

for their voice to be heard in a smaller group setting where they can express their opinions and 

hear directly from others. Students expressed the distinct desire to know more about the people 

they live with, and holding dialogues is a clearly successful alternative to a strict lecture format. 

The implications our dialogue held were numerous and varied, but there was certainly one 

element that rang true not only from the surveys, but also from conversation surrounding the 

event: students want to learn, and they want to talk and learn from each other. Both of these are 

inherent within the dialogue format. Regardless of the limitations of our specific event, the 

intervention overall proved clearly that many members within the university community would 

benefit from further structured dialogues on global issues, and specifically on the topics that each 

CG respectively, focused on. 

Conclusion 

In the end, this intervention provoked mixed feelings among participants, but illuminated 

an overall sentiment felt by many: allowing for more opportunities for structured dialogue would 

not only be beneficial, but necessary for many students to more deeply understand the topics they 
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are interested in and passionate about. Dialogue, then, serves as a feasible and smart format for 

facilitating conversation and fostering understanding among members of a community. Despite 

the limitations our group ran into, our event was successful overall because it allowed insight 

into many of the distinct feelings the students within the community share. Although we hoped 

to reach a wider audience through the facilitation of our intervention, the implementation of 

intergroup dialogue as a format for education and understanding could certainly reach more 

students in the future, and as a continuing future project, could educate and inform so long as 

events like this are held. The dialogue that was created by our group was successful in its nature 

to allow students the safe space to open up about a taboo topic, and to express their voices amidst 

others, despite the fact that many may also oppose. Facilitating a dialogue for the topic, or any 

topic that goes without public recognition, in several communities is a tremendous way of 

introducing them. With this in mind, we can take further action, in a more impactful way, when 

ideas are exchanged and a rational view on how to take action is proposed. 
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Privilege Walk Statements: 
 

1. Step forward if you are a male  
2. Step forward if you come from a higher SES 
3. Step forward if you do not have a disability 
4. Step forward if you have never been afraid to walk home alone at night  
5. Step forward if you come from a home that houses both parents 
6. Step forward if you have taken a trip outside of the U.S. prior to the age of 18 
7. Step forward if you are heterosexual 
8. Step forward if you are Caucasian 
9. Step forward if English is your first language 
10. Step forward if you have a high school diploma 
11. Step forward if you grew up in a safe environment 
12. Step forward if you have some secondary education 

 
Debrief Questions: 
1. Why do you think we did this? 
2. Which identities do this activity highlight?  
 

Activity 1: Perceptions and Myths 
 
1. Myth 1: Trafficked persons can only be foreign nationals or are only immigrants from other 
countries. 
Reality: The federal definition of human trafficking includes both U.S. citizens and foreign 
nationals. Both are protected under the federal trafficking statutes and have been since the 
TVPA of 2000. Human trafficking within the United States affects victims who are U.S. citizens, 
lawful permanent residents, visa holders, and undocumented workers. 
 
2. Myth 2: Human trafficking is essentially a crime that must involve some form of travel, 
transportation, or movement across state or national borders. 
Reality: Trafficking does not require transportation. Although transportation may be involved 
as a control mechanism to keep victims in unfamiliar places, it is not a required element of the 
trafficking definition. Human trafficking is not synonymous with forced migration or smuggling, 
which involve border crossing.  
3. Myth 4: There must be elements of physical restraint, physical force, or physical bondage 
when identifying a human trafficking situation. 
Reality: Trafficking does not require physical restraint, bodily harm, or physical 
force. Psychological means of control, such as threats, fraud, or abuse of the legal process, are 
sufficient elements of the crime. Unlike the previous federal involuntary servitude statutes 
(U.S.C. 1584), the new federal crimes created by the Trafficking Victims Protection Act (TVPA) of 
2000 were intended to address “subtler” forms of coercion and to broaden previous standards 
that only considered bodily harm.  
 



4. Myth 5: Victims of human trafficking will immediately ask for help or assistance and will 
self-identify as a victim of a crime. 
Reality: Victims of human trafficking often do not immediately seek help or self-identify as 
victims of a crime due to a variety of factors, including lack of trust, self-blame, or specific 
instructions by the traffickers regarding how to behave when talking to law enforcement or 
social services. It is important to avoid making a snap judgment about who is or who is not a 
trafficking victim based on first encounters. Trust often takes time to develop. Continued trust-
building and patient interviewing is often required to get to the whole story and uncover the 
full experience of what a victim has gone through. 
 
5. Myth 9: If the trafficked person consented to be in their initial situation or was informed 
about what type of labor they would be doing or that commercial sex would be involved, then 
it cannot be human trafficking or against their will because they “knew better.” 
Reality: Initial consent to commercial sex or a labor setting prior to acts of force, fraud, or 
coercion (or if the victim is a minor in a sex trafficking situation) is not relevant to the crime, 
nor is payment. 
 
6. Myth: Most women are sexually assaulted by strangers. 
Fact: Most sexual assaults are committed by someone the victim knows. In a study done by 
the Department of Justice between 2005-2010, researchers found that 78 percent of sexual 
violence was perpetrated by non-strangers, and 38 percent of rapists were either a friend or 
an acquaintance of the victim. 
 
7. Myth: Sexual assaults occur in isolated places, like dark alleyways. 
Fact: In the same Department of Justice report, researchers found that 55 percent of 
rapes/sexual assaults occur at or near the victim’s house. 
 
8. Myth: The only thing men can do to help in the battle against sexual assault is to not 
participate in sexual violence. 
Fact: While not perpetrating sexual violence is imperative, it is not the only way men can help 
lower sexual assault rates. In fact, only 6 percent of college men engage in sexual violence. 
However, research indicates that those college men who commit sexual assaults are often serial 
offenders, averaging six attempted or completed assaults. This fact may help explain the 
seeming discrepancy between the small population of perpetrators and the large incidence of 
sexual assault on college campuses. 
 
Debriefing Questions: 

1. What, if any, misconceptions that you had were proven wrong today? 
2. Why and how are these misconceptions perpetuated? 
3. In what ways do you think that we can help to prevent acts of sexual assault and sex 

trafficking? 
4. Why do you think these things happen, and do you think it has anything to do with how 

we are socialized? 
5. Do you all have any last thoughts? 

http://www.bjs.gov/content/pub/pdf/fvsv9410.pdf
http://www.davidlisak.com/wp-content/uploads/pdf/RepeatRapeinUndetectedRapists.pdf


Sex Trafficking Dialogue Pre-Survey 
I am more likely to involve myself in a dialogue if I am a stakeholder in the topic. 

o  True 

o  False 

I am more likely to involve myself in a dialogue if emotions are aroused. 

o  True 

o  False 

I am more likely to involve myself in a dialogue if the topic is contentious. 

o  True 

o  False 

I feel as if I am adequately engaged with my community. 

o  True 

o  False 

I am well informed enough to take some action in my community. 

o  True 

o  False 

I am doing enough to curb injustice in my community. 

o  True 

o  False 

I desire a strong personal connection with all or many in my community. 

 
_1_ _2_ _3_ _4_ _5_ _6_ _7_ _8_ _9_ -10- 

 

Entirely False 
          

Entirely True 

All global issues are immediately applicable to my life. 

 
_1_ _2_ _3_ _4_ _5_ _6_ _7_ _8_ _9_ -10- 

 

Entirely False 
          

Entirely True 

I have a good understanding of sex trafficking at the global scale. 

 
_1_ _2_ _3_ _4_ _5_ _6_ _7_ _8_ _9_ -10- 

 

Entirely False 
          

Entirely True 

I have a good understanding of the underlying causes of sexual assault. 

 
_1_ _2_ _3_ _4_ _5_ _6_ _7_ _8_ _9_ -10- 

 

Entirely False 
          

Entirely True 

I have the experience and context to address all global issues. 



 
_1_ _2_ _3_ _4_ _5_ _6_ _7_ _8_ _9_ -10- 

 

Entirely False 
          

Entirely True 

I would like to have the experience and context to address all global issues. 

 
_1_ _2_ _3_ _4_ _5_ _6_ _7_ _8_ _9_ -10- 

 

Entirely False 
          

Entirely True 

 

I would rather be bored than outside of my comfort zone. 

o  Bored 

o  Uncomfortable 

 

Questions For Those in the Global Scholars Program: 

What, in your opinion, is the most important component to a meaningful dialogue? 

In 1-5 words: 

 

 

I am more open in an academic setting than I am in other settings. 

 
_1_ _2_ _3_ _4_ _5_ _6_ _7_ _8_ _9_ -10- 

 

Entirely False 
          

Entirely True 

I am more honest with myself when I am with peers than I am with superiors. 

 
_1_ _2_ _3_ _4_ _5_ _6_ _7_ _8_ _9_ -10- 

 

Entirely False 
          

Entirely True 

I reflect better in writing than I do in speaking. 

 
_1_ _2_ _3_ _4_ _5_ _6_ _7_ _8_ _9_ -10- 

 

Entirely False 
          

Entirely True 

The written word is more powerful than the spoken word. 

 
_1_ _2_ _3_ _4_ _5_ _6_ _7_ _8_ _9_ -10- 

 

Entirely False 
          

Entirely True 

A written word makes a stronger impression than a spoken one. 

 
_1_ _2_ _3_ _4_ _5_ _6_ _7_ _8_ _9_ -10- 

 

Entirely False 
          

Entirely True 

CG #5 has made clear the goal of their dialogue. 

o  Yes 

o   No 



Sex Trafficking Dialogue Post-Survey 
I get more out of dialogues if emotions are aroused. 

o  True 

o  False 

I get more out of dialogues if the topic is contentious. 

o  True 

o  False 

I get more out of dialogues in which I am a stakeholder. 

o  True 

o  False 

I would like to be more engaged with my community. 

o  True 

o  False 

I have the experience and context to address all global issues. 

 
_1_ _2_ _3_ _4_ _5_ _6_ _7_ _8_ _9_ -10- 

 

Entirely False 
          

Entirely True 

I would like to have the experience and context to address all global issues. 

 
_1_ _2_ _3_ _4_ _5_ _6_ _7_ _8_ _9_ -10- 

 

Entirely False 
          

Entirely True 

Complex global issues can be made relevant and pertinent with personal sharing. 

 
_1_ _2_ _3_ _4_ _5_ _6_ _7_ _8_ _9_ -10- 

 

Entirely False 
          

Entirely True 

I desire a strong personal connection with all or many in my community. 

 
_1_ _2_ _3_ _4_ _5_ _6_ _7_ _8_ _9_ -10- 

 

Entirely False 
          

Entirely True 

I am more honest with myself when I am with peers than I am with superiors. 

 
_1_ _2_ _3_ _4_ _5_ _6_ _7_ _8_ _9_ -10- 

 

Entirely False 
          

Entirely True 

I am well informed enough to take some action in my community. 

o  True 

o  False 



Questions For Those in the Global Scholars Program: 
What, in your opinion, is the most important component to a meaningful dialogue? In 1-5 words: 

 

Do you feel as if this component is adequately present in the interactions in your community? 

o  Yes 

o  No 

If not, which actions might be taken to resolve this? In 1-2 sentences: 

 

CG 5's dialogue helped me gain a better understanding of sex trafficking at the global scale. 

 
_1_ _2_ _3_ _4_ _5_ _6_ _7_ _8_ _9_ -10- 

 

Entirely False 
          

Entirely True 

CG 5's dialogue helped me gain a better understanding of sexual assault. 

 
_1_ _2_ _3_ _4_ _5_ _6_ _7_ _8_ _9_ -10- 

 

Entirely False 
          

Entirely True 

CG 5's dialogue helped me understand what I could do to address sex trafficking and sexual assault. 

 
_1_ _2_ _3_ _4_ _5_ _6_ _7_ _8_ _9_ -10- 

 

Entirely False 
          

Entirely True 

CG 5's dialogue gave me a better understanding of others who also participated in the dialogue. 

 
_1_ _2_ _3_ _4_ _5_ _6_ _7_ _8_ _9_ -10- 

 

Entirely False 
          

Entirely True 

CG 5's dialogue gave me a better understanding of what dialogue is and how it should run. 

 
_1_ _2_ _3_ _4_ _5_ _6_ _7_ _8_ _9_ -10- 

 

Entirely False 
          

Entirely True 

In 1-5 words, how do you feel following this dialogue? 

 

What do you think could have been done to improve your dialogue experience? 

 

Any final thoughts: 

 

 



Pre-Survey Mean Post-Survey
Question Question Text Response Format Result Question

1
I am more likely to involve myself in a dialogue if 
I am a stakeholder in the topic

T/F 0.957 1

2
I am more likely to involve myself in a dialogue if 
emotions are aroused

T/F 0.783 2

3
I am more likely to involve myself in a dialogue if 
the topic is contentious

T/F 0.913 3

4
I feel as if I am adequately engaged with my 
community

T/F 0.696 4

5
I am well informed enough to take some action 
in my community

T/F 0.609 5

6
I am doing enough to curb injustice in my 
community

T/F 0.174 6

7
I desire a strong personal connection with all or 
many in my community

1 to 10 7.478 7

8
All global issues are immediately applicable to 
my life

1 to 10 5.435 8

9
I have a good understanding of sex trafficking at 
the global scale

1 to 10 5.565 9

10
I have a good understanding of the underlying 
causes of sexual assault

1 to 10 5.870 10

11
I have the experience and context to address all 
global issues

1 to 10 4.522 11

12
I would like to have the experience and context 
to address all global issues

1 to 10 7.957 12

13
I would rather be bored than outside my 
comfort zone

T/F 0.130 13

14
What, in your opinion is the most important 
component to a meaningful dialogue

Open N/a 14

15
I am more open in an academic setting than I 
am in other settings

1 to 10 5.304 15

16
I am more honest with myself when I am with 
peers than I am with superiors

1 to 10 7.348 16

17 I reflect better in writing than I do in speaking 1 to 10 6.087 17

18
The written word is more powerful than the 
spoken word

1 to 10 4.826 18

19
A written word makes a stronger impression 
than a spoken one

1 to 10 4.696 19

20 CG #5 has made clear the goal of their dialouge T/F 0.850 20

21



Mean
Question Text Response Format Result

I get more out of dialogues if emotions are aroused T/F 0.810

I get more out of dialogues if the topic is contentious T/F 0.905

I get more out of dialogues in which I am a stakeholder T/F 0.857

I would like to be more engaged with my community T/F 0.950

I have the experience and context to adress all global 
issues

T/F 4.429

I would like to have the experience and context to 
address all global issues

1 to 10 8.095

Complex global issues can be made relevant and 
pertinent with personal sharing

1 to 10 8.333

I desire a strong personal connection with all or many in 
my community

1 to 10 7.550

I am more honest with myself when I am with peers 
than I am with superiors

1 to 10 7.571

I am well informed enough to take some action in my 
community

T/F 0.762

What , in your opinion, is the most important 
component to a meaningful dialogue

Open N/a

Do you feel as if this component is adequately present in 
the interactions in your community

T/F 0.476

If not, which actions might be taken to resolve this Open N/a

CG 5's dialogue helped me gain a better understanding 
of sex trafficking at the global scale

1 to 10 5.952

CG 5's dialogue helped me gain a better understanding 
of sexual assault

1 to 10 5.905

CG 5's dialogue helped me understand whet I could do 
to address sext trafficking and sexual assault

1 to 10 5.143

CG 5's dialogue gave me a better understanding of 
others who also participated in the dialogue

1 to 10 7.762

CG 5's dialogue gave me a better understanding of what 
a dialogue is and how it should run

1 to 10 5.952

In 1-5 words, how do you feel following this dialogue Open N/a

What do you think could have been done to improve 
your dialogue experience

Open N/a

Any final thoughts Open N/a



KEY 1 = T 1 = T 1 = T 1 = T 1 = T 1 = T 1 = EF 1 = EF 1 = EF 1 = EF 1 = EF 1 = EF
KEY 0 = F 0 = F 0 = F 0 = F 0 = F 0 = F 10 = ET 10 = ET 10 = ET 10 = ET 10 = ET 10 = ET

Question 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Response 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 5 5 1 6 6 6
Response 2 1 0 1 1 0 0 9 6 5 6 1 9
Response 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 10 7 10 6 7 7
Response 4 1 1 1 1 1 0 10 8 9 8 6 10
Response 5 1 0 1 1 1 1 3 5 8 8 9 10
Response 6 1 1 1 0 0 0 4 6 6 4 7 8
Response 7 0 1 0 1 0 1 7 5 5 5 6 6
Response 8 1 0 1 1 0 0 8 2 1 3 7 3
Response 9 1 1 1 0 1 0 10 6 7 8 4 8

Response 10 1 1 1 0 0 0 8 5 5 6 4 9
Response 11 1 1 1 1 1 0 10 5 5 6 3 8
Response 12 1 1 1 1 0 0 8 1 4 2 3 4
Response 13 1 1 1 1 1 0 7 7 6 4 5 5
Response 14 1 1 1 0 0 0 3 4 1 2 1 9
Response 15 1 1 1 1 1 0 7 9 8 8 1 10
Response 16 1 1 1 1 0 0 5 6 3 4 2 10
Response 17 1 0 1 0 1 0 8 5 6 7 6 10
Response 18 1 1 1 1 1 0 8 3 5 7 1 10
Response 19 1 1 1 1 1 1 10 6 8 6 6 6
Response 20 1 1 1 1 1 0 10 7 6 8 8 8
Response 21 1 1 1 0 1 0 6 6 6 7 4 9
Response 22 1 1 1 1 1 0 8 4 7 7 5 10
Response 23 1 0 0 1 1 0 8 7 6 7 2 8
Responses 23 23 23 23 23 23 23 23 23 23 23 23

Mean 0.957 0.783 0.913 0.696 0.609 0.174 7.478 5.435 5.565 5.870 4.522 7.957
Median 1 1 1 1 1 0 8 6 6 6 5 8
Mode 1 1 1 1 1 0 8 5 6 6 6 10
Range 0 - 1 0 - 1 0 - 1 0 - 1 0 - 1 0 - 1 3 - 10. 1 - 9. 1 - 10. 2 - 8. 1 - 8. 3 - 10.
StDev 0.204 0.41 0.282 0.460 0.488 0.379 2.1843 1.789 2.356 1.849 2.375 2.0319

95% Error 0.083 0.17 0.12 0.19 0.2 0.15 0.8927 0.7313 0.9628 0.7556 0.9707 0.8304

Data Points 
Collected

456
>0.8 
>7.5

High 
Mean

Low 
Mean

<0.2 
<2.5

Value Missed
3

Off by 
>1

Far 
Mode

Not 
Value

Text Missed 1
0          

<7
Small 
Range

Large 
Range

9

Total Possible 
Data Points

460
<0.3 
<1.7

Small 
StDev

Large 
StDev

>0.45 
>2.3

Response 
Rate

99.1%



1 = T OPEN 1 = EF 1 = EF 1 = EF 1 = EF 1 = EF 1 = T
0 = F 10 = ET 10 = ET 10 = ET 10 = ET 10 = ET 0 = F

13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
1 3 8 5 6 6 0
0 Many p    6 6 4 5 4 0
0 Unders 7 8 7 1 1
0 Feeling    5 10 3 6 4 1
0 Active l 10 4 2 5 4 0
0 Engage  6 8 3 4 4
0 Commu 4 5 6 6 7 1
0 Open-m 10 9 7 10 6 1
0 Subject 5 9 5 4 4 1
0 For *ev   7 6 3 2 4 1
0 Having 3 9 8 4 3 1
0 Speakin    1 8 10 4 5 1
0 Unbiase  2 9 7 5 7 1
1 Attemp   7 5 10 5 5 1
0 Unders 6 8 10 5 5 1
0 Safe sp   7 7 5 5 7 1
0 Respec 1 5 5 3 3 1
0 Respec   5 7 6 7 7 1
0 Conver    6 10 10 5 4 1
0 Active p 8 5 2 2 3 1
1 Engage      4 5 7 6 6 1
0 Honest    6 8 7 5 3 1
0 People     3 10 8 6 6

23 22 23 23 23 23 23 20
0.130 N/a 5.304 7.348 6.087 4.826 4.696 0.850
0 N/a 6 8 6 5 5 1
0 Unders     6 8 7 5 4 1
0 - 1 N/a 1 - 10. 4 - 10. 2 - 10. 1 - 10. 1 - 7. 0 - 1
0.337 N/a 2.404 1.832 2.501 1.809 1.572 0.357

0.14 N/a 0.9823 0.7488 1.022 0.7395 0.6426 0.16



KEY 1 = T 1 = T 1 = T 1 = T 1 = EF 1 = EF 1 = EF 1 = EF 1 = EF 1 = T OPEN 1 = T
KEY 0 = F 0 = F 0 = F 0 = F 10 = ET 10 = ET 10 = ET 10 = ET 10 = ET 0 = F 0 = F

Question 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Response 1 1 1 1 1 4 9 9 9 9 1 Respec 0
Response 2 1 1 0 1 6 10 7 7 7 0 Listenin   0
Response 3 0 1 0 1 6 10 10 10 10 1 Honest     1
Response 4 1 1 1 1 2 9 6 3 8 1 Educati 0
Response 5 1 1 1 1 1 10 10 7 9 1 Unders 0
Response 6 1 1 1 1 5 10 10 6 5 0 Unders   0
Response 7 1 1 1 1 4 10 10 10 10 1 Active e   0
Response 8 1 1 1 1 6 5 8 6 6 1 Respec 1
Response 9 1 1 1 1 4 10 10 10 7 1 Honest   0

Response 10 1 1 1 1 6 8 10 9 6 1 Creatin    1
Response 11 1 1 1 1 5 8 8 6 8 0 Challen 0
Response 12 1 1 1 1 5 10 10 10 10 1 Unbiase  0
Response 13 1 0 1 2 7 10 10 1 Respec     1
Response 14 1 1 1 1 6 7 10 9 9 1 Sharing 1
Response 15 1 1 1 1 8 8 8 8 8 1 Debunk    0
Response 16 0 1 0 1 1 9 8 8 4 0 Unders        1
Response 17 1 1 1 1 1 4 8 10 10 0 Speakin    1
Response 18 0 1 1 1 9 10 5 4 3 1 Active l   0
Response 19 1 1 1 1 5 7 7 7 8 1 Me 1
Response 20 0 0 1 0 1 3 6 7 7 1 Respec 1
Response 21 1 1 1 1 6 6 5 5 5 1 Commu 1
Responses 21 21 21 20 21 21 21 20 21 21 21 21

Mean 0.810 0.905 0.857 0.950 4.429 8.095 8.333 7.550 7.571 0.762 N/a 0.476
Median 1 1 1 1 5 9 8 7.5 8 1 N/a 0
Mode 1 1 1 1 6 10 10 10 10 1 Respec   0
Range 0 - 1 0 - 1 0 - 1 0 - 1 1 - 9. 3 - 10. 5 - 10. 3 - 10. 3 - 10. 0 - 1. N/a 0 - 1.
StDev 0.393 0.294 0.350 0.218 2.280 2.091 1.727 2.061 2.060 0.426 N/a 0.499

Error Margin 0.168 0.13 0.150 0.1 0.975 0.8943 0.739 0.9032 0.881 0.18 N/a 0.21

Data Points 
Collected

407
>0.8 
>7.5

High 
Mean

Low 
Mean

<0.2 
<2.5

Value Missed
2

Off by 
>1

Far 
Mode

Not 
Value

Text Missed 32
0          

<7
Small 
Range

Large 
Range

9

Total Possible 
Data Points

441
<0.3 
<1.7

Small 
StDev

Large 
StDev

>0.45 
>2.3

Response 
Rate

92.3%



OPEN 1 = EF 1 = EF 1 = EF 1 = EF 1 = EF OPEN OPEN OPEN
10 = ET 10 = ET 10 = ET 10 = ET 10 = ET

13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21
Everyon    3 7 3 9 9 Stresse Better respect/participation
Better c      6 7 6 8 10 Glad th      Less sidFacilitators did a good job of posing quest     

1 1 4 10 7 More a    Participation
Educati 1 1 1 10 1 Irritate EducatiExplain the issue before the dialogue
More u 5 5 5 5 5 Great Less diversion from topic

6 5 6 8 5 EducateBetter definition of topics being discussed
Listen m    5 7 2 7 7 I feel goMore listening

10 10 10 10 10 Learned   More time
Smaller     9 9 9 9 9 We bro       If people (participants) would listen better
Perhap        8 8 6 8 7 I feel m        Get everyone to participate
Challen          7 9 4 7 6 It could   More time; go into pertinent tangents

5 4 5 6 4 UnchanBetter facilitation & possibly some more pre-info         
5 2 2 10 2 Curious about other people's thoughts

10 8 9 8 8 Shocke More time for responses to questions
9 9 9 9 9 Informative
6 5 6 7 4 ConflictClear boundaries of the topic & definitions/facts n   
6 3 1 10 4 Frustrated - some people were insensitive

Use you         1 1 3 4 3 Fine Define     Yay - workshop credit
Sleep 7 7 6 6 6 Good joFree fo :)

10 10 6 6 4 Informed
5 6 5 6 5 TargeteAttack ideas, not people

10 21 21 21 21 21 21 17 4
N/a 5.952 5.905 5.143 7.762 5.952 N/a N/a N/a
N/a 6 7 5 8 6 N/a N/a N/a
Listenin  5 7 6 10 4 Informe  Particip  N/a
N/a 1 - 10. 1 - 10. 1 - 10. 4 - 10. 1 - 10. N/a N/a N/a
N/a 2.768 2.910 2.569 1.770 2.535 N/a N/a N/a
N/a 1.1841 1.245 1.0987 0.757 1.0842 N/a N/a N/a



       ions and keeping conversation going

       for sex trafficking - I didn't know a lot

       needed for understanding
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